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NOTICES  OF  JUDGMENT  UNDER  THE  INSECTICIDE  ACT  OF  1910 

[Given  pursuant  to  section  4  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910] 

926.  Adulteration,    and    misbranding    of    "  Standard    Protexol."     U.    S.  v. 

Standard  Chemical  Mfg.  Co.     Plea  of  guilty.     Fine,  $20.     (I.  &  F.  No. 

1256.    Dom.  No.  19044.) 

On  July  1,  1924,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Nebraska, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the  Stand- 
ard Chemical  Manufacturing  Company,  a  corporation,  Omaha,  Nebr.,  alleging 
shipment  by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or 
about  July  9,  1923,  from  the  State  of  Nebraska  into  the  State  of  Illinois,  of  a 
quantity  of  "  Standard  Protexol "  which  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded 
insecticide  and  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 


that  the  statements,  to  wit, 
'Active  ingredients: 

Naphthalene   15.  000% 

Creosote  Oil   2.  580% 

Nicotine   0.  073% 

Total  Active  Ingredients   17.  653% 

Inert  Ingredients   82.  347%  " 


borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cartons  containing  the  said  article,  repre- 
sented that  its  standard  and  quality  were  such  that  it  contained  naphthalene 
in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  15  per  cent,  creosote  oil  in  the  proportion  of 
not  less  than  2.58  per  cent,  and  active  ingredients,  i.  e.,  substances  that  pre- 
vent, destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  in  the  proportion  of  not  less 
than  17.653  per  cent,  and  inert  ingredients,  i.  e.,  substances  that  do  not  pre- 
vent, destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  in  the  proportion  of  not  more 
than  82.347  per  cent ;  whereas,  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell 
below  the  said  professed  standard  and  quality  in  that  it  contained  naphthalene 
and  creosote  oil  in  proportions  less  than  declared  on  the  labels,  contained 
total  active  ingredients  in  a  proportion  less  than  declared,  and  contained  inert 
ingredients  in  a  proportion  greater  than  so  declared. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  above-quoted  statements 
appearing  on  the  labels  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said 
statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead 
the  purchaser  in  that  they  represented  that  the  said  article  contained  naphtha- 
lene and  creosote  in  the  proportions  of  not  less  than  15  per  cent  and  2.58  per 
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cent,  respectively,  contained  total  active  ingredients  in  the  proportion  of  not 
less  than  17.G53  per  cent,  and  contained  inert  ingredients  in  the  proportion  of 
not  more  than  82.347  per  cent;  whereas  the  article  contained  less  napthalene 
and  creosote  oil,  less  total  active  ingredients,  and  more  inert  ingredients  than 
declared  in  the  labels. 
Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  statements,  to  wit, 
"  Use  about  the  house,  kitchen  door,  slop  pails  and  out-buildings  for  elimina- 
ting foul  odors.  Use  on  plants  and  animals  infested  with  *  *  *  vermin, 
such  as  house  plants.  *  *  *  For  Poultry — Make  a  dust  bath  in  the  poultry 
yard,  or  take  the  foul  by  the  feet  and  dust  lightly  into  the  feathers.  For 
Setting  Hens — Sprinkle  freely  in  nests  and  then  place  a  thin  layer  of  hay 
or  straw  over  it.  Use  on  *  *  *  animals  infested  with  *  *  *  vermin, 
such  as  *  *  *  cats,  dogs  and  pet  rabbits.  *  *  *  For  dogs — Sprinkle 
lightly  on  the  animals  themselves  and  in  their  stalls  and  sleeping  quarters. 
For  Horses,  Cattle,  Calves,  and  Colts — Sprinkle  lightly  on  the  animals  them* 
selves  two  or  three  times  a  week  and  in  their  stalls  and  sleeping  quarters.  For 
Other  animals — Sprinkle  lightly  on  the  animals  themselves  and  in  their  stalls 
and  sleeping  quarters." 

borne  on  the  said  labels,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  paid 
statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead 
the  purchaser  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  about  the 
house,  kitchen  door,  slop  pails,  and  out-buildings,  would  eliminate  all  foul 
odors  in  such  places,  that  when  used  on  plants  it  would  be  effective  against 
all  vermin  thereon,  that  when  used  ou  cats,  dogs,  and  pet  rabbits  it  would  be 
effective  against  all  vermin  on  such  animals,  and  that  when  used  as  directed 
it  would  be  effective  against  all  poulty  vermin  infesting  setting  hens  and  other 
poultry  and  would  be  effective  against  all  vermin  infesting  dogs,  horses,  cattle, 
calves,  colts,  and  other  animals,  whereas  the  said  article  would  not  be  effective 
for  such  purposes. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  inert  substances  or  ingredients,  and  the  name  and  percentage 
amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  ingredients  so  present  therein 
were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  the  said  labels;  nor,  in  lieu  thereof, 
were  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the 
article  having  insecticidal  or  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage 
of  the  inert  ingredients  so  present  in  the  article,  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on 
the  said  labels. 

On  August  18,  1924,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant  company,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $20. 

Howard  M.  Gore, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

J)H7.  ^liHbramliiiK:  of  "  Salairacine."  U.  S.  v.  James  Duncan  HmeGregor  and 
Hene  Wilson  MacGrejfor  (MacfircRor  Salairnoin*'  Co.).  Pirns  of 
guilty.     Fine,  $40.     (I.  &  F.  No.  1177.    Doin.  No.  16362.) 

On  February  2,  1923,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Con- 
necticut, acting  upon  a  report  by  tho  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
James  Duncan  MacGregor  and  Rene  Wilson  MacGregor,  trading  as  the  Mac- 
Gregor  Salairacine  Co.,  Stanford,  Conn.,  alleging  shipment  by  said  defendants, 
in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or  about  April  13,  1921,  from 
the  State  of  Connecticut  into  the  State  of  New  York,  of  a  quantity  of 
"  Salairacine."  which  was  a  mishranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  said 
act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason  that 
the  statements,  i<»  wit. 

"  Salairacine  destroys  the  insects  in  the  soil  *  *  *  it  has  been  used  with 
great  success  on  trees  which  were  absolutely  riddled  with  borers.  *  *  * 
Directions:  Loosen  soil  around  trees  two  inches  deep,  dust  into  soil.  Where 
you  do  not  wish  to  disturb  turf,  sprinkle  on  surface  and  water  thoroughly. 

In  using  Salairacine  in  the  vegetable  garden,  dust  lightly  in  the  drils.  After 
doing  same,  cover  with  12  inches  of  soil,  thus  preventing  it  to  come  in  contact 
with  young  plants  and  seeds." 

borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  packages  containing  the  said  article,  were 
false  and  misleading  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was 
labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they 
represented  that  the  said  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  he  an  effective 
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remedy  against  insects  in  the  soil  and  against  borers  in  trees;  whereas,  the 
article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  not  be  an  effective  remedy  against  insects 
in  the  soil  or  against  borers  in  trees. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  contained 
arsenic  in  combination,  and  the  total  amount  of  arsenic  present,  expressed 
as  per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic,  was  not  stated  on  each  or  any  label  borne 
on  or  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  packages  containing  the  article.  Misbranding 
was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  contained  arsenic  in  com- 
bination, and  the  amount  of  arsenic  in  water-soluble  form,  expressed  as  per 
centum  of  metallic  arsenic,  was  not  stated  on  each  or  any  label  borne  on  or 
affixed  to  the  said  packages. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
completely  of  substances,  which,  when  the  said  article  was  used  and  applied 
in  the  method  and  manner  as  indicated  and  implied  by  the  statements  on  the 
labels,  were  inert  substances,  i.  e.,  substances  that  do  not  prevent,  destroy, 
repel,  or  mitigate  insects  when  used  and  applied  in  the  said  method  and  man- 
ner, and  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  each  and  every  one  of  the 
said  inert  substances  so  present  therein  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly, 
or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  each  of  the  said  packages. 

On  September  25,  1923,  the  defendants  entered  pleas  of  guilty  to  the  informa- 
tion and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $40. 

Howard  M.  Gore, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

928.  Misbranding  of  "  Whiz  Fly  Spray."     U.  S.  v.  The  R.  M.  Hollingshead 

Co.    Plea  of  guilty.    Fine,  $25.     (I.  &  F.  No.  1201.    Dom.  No.  17785.) 

On  December  4,  1923,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Minne- 
sota, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
The  R.  M.  Hollingshead  Company,  a  corporation  trading  at  St.  Paul,  Minn., 
alleging  shipment  by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910, 
on  or  about  June  27,  1922,  from  the  State  of  Minnesota  into  the  State  of 
South  Dakota,  of  a  quantity  of  "  Whiz  Fly  Spray,"  which  was  a  misbranded 
insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statement,  to  wit,  "  Gallon,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans 
containing  the  article,  represented  that  the  contents  of  each  of  the  said  cans 
were,  in  terms  of  measure,  one  gallon  of  the  article ;  whereas  the  contents  of 
each  of  the  said  cans  were  not  correctly  stated  on  the  outside  thereof,  in  that 
the  said  contents  were  less  than  one  gallon  of  the  said  article. 

On  June  7,  1924,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

Howard  M.  Gore", 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

929.  Adulteration    and    misbranding    "  Royal    Guaranteed    Bed    Bug-  De- 

stroyer." U.  S.  v.  Royal  Exterminating'  Products,  Inc.  Plea  of 
guilty.    Fine,  $25.     (I.  &  F.  No.  1236.    Dom.  No.  18235.) 

On  January  17,  1924,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District 
of  New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in 
the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
the  Royal  Exterminating  Products,  Inc.,  a  corporation,  New  York,  N.  Y., 
alleging  shipment  by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910, 
on  or  about  September  21,  1922,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the  State  of 
Ohio,  of  a  quantity  of  "  Royal  Guaranteed  Bed  Bug  Destroyer,"  which  was 
an  adulterated  and  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungicide  within  the  meaning 
of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statement,  to  wit,  "  Carbolic  3%,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the 
cans  containing  the  said  article,  represented  that  its  standard  and  quality 
were  such  that  it  contained  carbolic  acid  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than 
three  per  cent;  whereas  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  said  article  fell 
below  the  said  professed  standard  and  quality,  in  that  it  contained  carbolic 
acid  in  the  proportion  less  than  three  per  cent. 

Adulteration  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  statements,  to  wit, 
"Contents:  Blended  Mineral  Oils  88%  Vegetable  Oils  9%  Carbolic  3%,"  borne 
on  the  said  labels,  represented  that  the  article  was  composed  entirely  of  a 
mixture  of  blended  mineral  oils,  vegetable  oils,  and  carbolic  acid,  whereas  it 
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was  not,  but  other  substances,  to  wit,  nitrobenzene  and  carbon  tetrachloride, 
had  been  substituted  in  part  for  the  article. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  statements,  to  wit.  "  »'ur- 
bolic  3%,"  "Contents:  Blended  M  neral  Oils  88%  Vegetable  Oils  9%.  Carbolic 
This  preparation  is  also  a  disinfectant,"  and  u  Unscrew  cap  and  ad- 
just spout,  then  squirt  the  liquid  into  all  cracks  and  crevices  of  beds,  spr  ngs, 
mattresses,  walls,  baseboards,  and  wherever  *  *  *  or  other  household 
vermin  infest."  borne  on  the  said  labels  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by 
reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  so  as  to  deceive  and  mis- 
lead the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article  contained  carbolic 
acid  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  three  per  cent:  that  it  consisted  entirely 
of  a  mixture  of  blended  mineral  oils,  vegetable  oils,  and  carbol  c  acid:  that  it 
was  a  disinfectant  tinder  practical  conditions  of  use.  and  that,  when  used  as 
directed,  it  would  be  an  effective  remedy  against  all  household  vermin  other 
than  bedbugs;  whereas  it  contained  less  than  three  per  cent  of  carbolic  acid, 
it  consisted  of  a  mixture  of  mineral  oil.  vegetable  oil,  carbolic  acid,  nitro- 
benzine,  and  carbon  tetrachloride,  it  was  not  a  disinfectant  under  pract  cal 
conditions  of  use,  and  it  would  not  be  an  effective  remedy  against  all  household 
vermin  other  than  bedbugs. 

On  March  3,  1924,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  Was  entered  on  helm  If 
of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

Howard  M.  Core, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

030.  Misbranding  of  "Glover's  Imperial  Manse  Medicine.*  I  .  S.  v.  II.  (  lay 
Glover  Co.,  Inc.     Plea  ot  snilty.     Fine,  $25.     (I.  \  V.  No.  1175.  Dom. 

No.  10G12.) 

April  6,  1923,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  New  Jersey, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the  EL  Clay 
Glover  Company,  Inc.,  a  corporation,  trading  at  Toms  River,  N.  J.,  alleging 
shipment  by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  on  or 
about  June  21,  1921,  from  the  State  of  New  Jersey  into  the  State  of  Ohio,  of  a 
quantity  of  "  Glover's  Imperial  Mange  Medicine,"  which  was  a  niisbranded 
inseetic  de  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statements,  "For  Mange  In  Dogs,"  "Cattle — For  skin  diseases  in  Car- 
tlc.  Mange.  Scurf  and  Eczema,"  "For  Scratches  In  Horses"  and  "When  used 
for  diseases  of  the  scalp  *  *  *  apply  daily,  robbing  gently  into  the  scaln, 
us  ng  either  a  soft  brush  or  the  hands,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the 
botties  containing  the  said  article,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason 
of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive 
and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article,  when  used 
as  directed,  would  be  efficacious  in  the  treatment  of  all  types  and  varieties  of 
mange  in  dogs,  of  all  types  and  varieties  of  skin  diseases,  mange,  BCUrf,  and 
eczema  in  eatfle,  and  all  types  and  varieties  of  scratches  in  horses,  and  would 
be  effective  against  all  diseases  of  the  scalp,  whereas  the  said  article  WOUl  I 
not  be  effective  for  the  said  purposes. 

On  February  15,  1924,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on 
behalf  of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  *J~. 

Howard  M.  <  Jobs, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

uiii.  \<iiiif  oration  and  minbrandlnn;  of  •*  Bncamphol."  I*,  v,  Paatenr  La- 
boratories of  Aniciicn.  Tried  to  tin-  court  and  jnr>.  Defendant 
defaulted.    Verdict    for   the   Government.    Pine,   $260   and  eoata. 

(I.  &  F.  No.  598.  Dora.  No.  12664.) 
On  March  20.  1919,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Illinois,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district,  an  information  against 
the  Pasteur  Laboratories  of  America,  a  corporation.  Chicago,  111.,  alleging 
shipment  by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insectide  A<-t  of  1910.  on  or 
about  July  14.  19K',.  from  the  State  of  Illinois  into  the  State  of  California, 
of  a  quantity  of  "Eucamphol."  which  was  an  aduterated  and  misbranded  in 
Recticide  and  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  said  net. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
flint  the  statements,  to  wit.  "  Eucamphol    *    *    *      Water  inert  ingredient 
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8  per  cent,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  packages  containing  the  said 
article  purported  and  professed  that  the  standard  and  quality  of  the  article 
were  such  that  it  contained  water  in  the  proportion  of  8  per  centum  of  the 
article,  whereas  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  its  professed 
standard  and  quality  in  that  it  contained  water  in  the  proportion  greater  than 
8  per  centum  of  the  said  article. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  statement,  to  wit,  "  Eucam- 
phol  *  *  *  Water  inert  ingredient  8  per  cent,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed 
to  the  said  packages  was  false  and  misleading  in  that  it  represented  that  the 
article  contained  water  in,  the  proportion  of  8  per  centum  of  the  article,  and 
for  the  further  reason  that  the  statement  aforesaid  deceived  and  misled  the 
purchaser  into  the  belief  that  the  article  contained  water  in  the  proportion  of 
8  per  centum  of  the  said  article,  whereas  in  truth  and  in  fact  it  did  contain 
water  in  the  proportion  grater  than  8  per  centum. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  water,  which  said  inert  substance 
did  not  and  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi, 
and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  were  not 
stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to  the  packages  con- 
taining the  article,  nor  in  lieu  thereof  were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts 
of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  or  fungicidal 
properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredient  present  in  the 
said  article  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to  the  said 
packages. 

On  February  13,  1923,  the  case  came  on  for  trial  before  the  court  and  a 
jury.  The  defendant  company  having  failed  to  appear,  the  Government  pre- 
sented its  evidence  and  the  jury  returned  a  verdict  of  guilty  and  the  court 
imposed  a  fine  of  $200  and  costs. 

Howakd  M.  Gore, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

932.  Misbranding  of  "  Crystal  Perfume  Disinfectant."     U.  S.  v.  Lillian  Arndt 
(Amolene  Disinfecting  Co.).     Plea  of  guilty.     Fine,  $35.     (I.  &  P.  No. 

1154.    Dom,  No.  17074.) 

On  August  30,  1922,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  New 
Jersey,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
Lillian  Arndt,  trading  as  the  Amolene  Disinfecting  Company,  Newark,  N.  J., 
alleging  shipment  by  said  defendant,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910, 
on  or  about  August  12,  1921,  from  the  State  of  New  Jersey  into  the  State  of 
Massachusetts,  of  a  quantity  of  "  Crystal  Perfume  Disinfectant,"  which  was  a 
misbranded  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statement,  to  wit,  "  Crystal  Disinfecting,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed 
to  the  barrels  containing  the  said  article,  was  false  and  misleading,  and  by 
reason  of  the  said  statement  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to 
deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  it  represented  that  the  article 
was  an  effective  disinfectant  under  practical  conditions  of  application,  whereas 
in  fact  and  in  truth  it  was  not. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  paradichlorobenzene  and  sodium  chloride, 
which  said  inert  substances  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi, 
to  wit,  bacteria,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  and  every  one 
of  the  said  inert  substances  so  present  therein  were  not  stated  plainly  and 
correctly  or  at  all  on  each  or  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  any  of  the  said 
barrels,  nor  in  lieu  thereof  were  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  and 
every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total 
percentage  of  the  inert  substances  or  ingredients  so  present  therein,  stated 
plainly  and  correctly  or  at  all  on  each  or  any  of  the  said  labels. 

On  July  2,  1923,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

Howard  M.  Gore, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
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033.  Adulteration  and  misbranding*  of  "  Sol.  Disinfectant  Compound."    U.  S. 

v.  Cremoline  Disinfecting'  Co.     Plea  of  guilty.     Fine,  $150  and  costs. 

(I.  &  F.  No.  1223.    Dora.  No.  17845.) 

On  November  19,  1923,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District 
of  Missouri,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
the  Cremoline  Disinfecting  Co.,  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  alleging  shipment  by  said  com- 
pany, in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or  about  July  3,  1922, 
from  the  State  of  Missouri  into  the  State  of  Utah,  of  a  quantity  of  "  Sol.  Dis- 
infectant Compound,"  which  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  fungicide 
within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statement,  "  Active  Matter  Pine  Oil  Not  Less  50%,"  borne  on  the 
drums  containing  the  said  article,  represented  that  its  standard  and  quality 
were  such  that  it  contained  pine  oil  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  50  per 
cent ;  whereas,  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  said  pro- 
fessed standard  and  quality,  in  that  it  contained  pine  oil  in  the  proportion 
less  than  50  per  cent. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  statement,  "  Active  Matter 
Pine  Oil  Not  Less  50%,"  borne  on  the  said  drums  was  false  and  misleading 
and  by  reason  of  the  said  statement  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so 
as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  the  said  statement  represented 
that  the  article  contained  pine  oil  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  50  per 
cent ;  whereas,  it  contained  pine  oil  in  the  proportion  less  than  50  per  cent. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  inert  substances  or  ingredients,  to  wit,  water  and  mineral  oil, 
which  said  inert  substances  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi, 
to  wit,  bacteria,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  and  every  one 
of  the  inert  substances  or  ingredients  so  present  therein  were  not  stated  plainly 
and  correctly  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  affixed  to  the  said  drums ;  nor,  in 
lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  sub- 
stance or  ingredient  of  the  article  having  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total 
percentage  of  inert  substances  or  ingredients  so  present  in  the  article  stated 
plainly  and  correctly  on  each  of  the  said  labels. 

On  March  13,  1924,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $150  and  costs. 

Howard  M.  Gore, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

934.  Misbranding  of  "  Coal  Tar  Disinfectant."     U.  S.  v.  Cremoline  Disin- 
fecting Company.     Plea  of  guilty.     Fine,  $100  and  costs.     (I.  &  1\  No. 

1224.    Dom.  Nos.  17844,  18209.)  » 

On  November  19,  1923,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Eastern  District 
of  Missouri,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the 
Cremoline  Disinfecting  Company,  a  corporation,  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  alleging  ship- 
ment by  said  company  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910  on  or  about 
July  3,  1922,  from  the  State  of  Missouri  into  the  State  of  Utah  and  on  or  about 
September  2,  1922,  from  the  State  of  Missouri  into  the  State  of  Ohio  of  quan- 
tities of  "Coal  Tar  Disinfectant, "  which  was  a  misbranded  fungicide  within 
the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  water,  which  said 
substance  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  to  wit,  bac- 
teria, and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  substance  so 
present  therein  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or 
any  label  borne  on  or  allixed  to  the  drums  containing  the  article;  nor,  in  lieu 
thereof,  were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  substance 
or  ingredient  of  the  said  article  having  fungicidal  properties  and  the  total 
percentage  of  the  inert  substances  or  ingredients  so  present  therein  stated 
plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  the 
said  drums. 

On  March  13,  1924,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant  company,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  £100  and  costs. 

Howard  M.  Gore, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
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935.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  Dry  Powdered  Arsenate  of  Cal- 
cium." U.  S.  v.  John  Lucas  &  Company,  Inc.  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine, 
$25.     (I.  &  P.  No.  1230.    Dom.  No.  18465.) 

On  January  22,  1924,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District 
of  Illinois,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
John  Lucas  &  Company,  Inc.,  a  corporation,  trading  at  Chicago,  111.,  alleging 
shipment  by  said  company  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910  on  or 
about  November  10,  1922,  from  the  State  of  Illinois  into  the  State  of  Texas 
of  a  quantity  of  "  Dry  Powdered  Arsenate  of  Calcium,"  which  was  an  adul- 
terated and  misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 


that  the  statements,  to  wit, 

"  Calcium  Arsenate,  not  less  than  70% 

Inert  Ingredients,  not  more  than  30% 

Total  Arsenic  (as  metallic)  not  less  than  26% 

Arsenic  Oxide,  not  less  than  :  40%  " 


borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  packages  containing  the  article  represented 
that  its  standard  and  quality  were  such  that  it  contained  calcium  arsenate 
in  the  proportion  of  not  less  that  70  per  cent ;  contained  inert  ingredients, 
i.  e.,  substances  that  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  in  the 
proportion  of  not  more  than  30  per  cent;  contained  total  arsenic,  expressed 
as  per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic,  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  26  per 
cent;  and  contained  arsenic  oxide  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  40  per 
cent ;  whereas  its  strength  and  purity  fell  below  the  said  professed  standard  and 
quality,  in  that  it  contained  less  than  70  per  cent  of  calcium  arsenate,  it  con- 
tained more  than  30  per  cent  of  inert  ingredients,  it  contained  less  than  26 
per  cent  of  total  arsenic,  expressed  as  per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic,  and  it 
contained  less  than  40  per  cent  of  arsenic  oxide. 

Adulteration  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  statements,  to  wit, 
"  Dry  Powdered  Arsenate  of  Calcium  containing  other  Calcium  Compounds," 
and  "  Calcium  Arsenate,  not  less  than  70%  Inert  Ingredients,  not  more  than 
30%  "  borne  on  the  said, labels,  represented  that  the  article  consisted  entirely 
of  arsenate  of  calcium  and  other  calcium  compounds,  together  with  inert  in- 
gredients in  the  proportion  of  not  more  than  30  per  cent ;  whereas  it  did  not 
so  consist,  but  another  substance,  to  wit,  lead  arsenate,  had  been  substituted 
in  part  for  the  said  article. 

Adulteration  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  was  intended 
for  use  on  vegetation,  to  wit,  tobacco  plants,  cotton  plants  under  all  conditions, 
truck  crops,  plants  having  hardy  foliage,  apple  trees,  seed  fruits,  and  shade 
trees  and  shrubbery  having  hardy  foliage,  and  when  applied  in  the  method 
and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed  the  said  article 
would  be  injurious  to  such  tobacco  plants,  cotton  plants  under  many  condi- 
tions, certain  truck  crops  and  certain  plants  having  hardy  foliage,  apple  trees, 
certain  seed  fruits,  and  certain  shade  trees  and  shrubbery  having  hardy 
foliage. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  statements,  to  wit, 


"  Calcium  Arsenate,  not  less  than   70% 

Inert  Ingredients,  not  more  than   30% 

Total  Arsenic  (as  metallic),  not  less  than   26% 

Arsenic  Oxide,  not  less  than   40%  " 


Arsenic  in  water-soluble  form  (as  metallic),  not  more  than  % 

of  1%  " 

''Arsenate  of  Calcium  containing  Other  Calcium  Compounds   *    *  * 

borne  on  the  said  labels,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said 
statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the 
purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  said  article  contained  calcium 
arsenate  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  70  per  cent,  contained  inert  ingredi- 
ents in  the  proportion  of  not  more  than  30  per  cent,  contained  total  arsenic, 
expressed  as  per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic,  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than 
26  per  cent,  contained  arsenic  oxide  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  40  per 
cent,  and  contained  arsenic  in  water-soluble  form,  expressed  as  per  centum  of 
metallic  arsenic,  in  the  proportion  of  not  more  than  three-fourths  of  one  per 
cent,  and  that  it  consisted  of  arsenate  of  calcium  containing  other  calcium 
compounds ;  whereas  the  said  article  contained  less  than  70  per  cent  of  calcium 
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arsenate,  it  Contained  more  than  30  per  cent  of  inert  ingredients,  it  contained 
less  than  2G  per  cent  of  total  arsenic,  expressed  as  per  centum  of  metallic 
arsenic,  it  contained  less  than  40  per  cent  of  arsenic  oxide,  it  contained  more 
than  three-fourths  of  one  per  cent  of  arsenic  in  water-soluble  form,  expressed  as 
per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic,  and  it  consisted  of  calcium  arsenate  containing 
other  calcium  compounds  and  lead  arsenate. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  statements,  to  wit, 
"Lucas  Dry  Powdered  Arsenate  of  Calcium  is  very  effective  against  most 
leaf-eating  insects  on  *  *  tobacco  *  *  *  and  other  truck  crops.  It 
can  be  safely  used  on  all  hardy  foiiage.  When  used  at  the  rat-.'  of  :;t  to  1 
pound  to  50  gallons  of  water  it  will  control  external  leaf-eating  insects  on 
apple,  *  *  *  and  seed  fruits  *  *  *  Lucas  Dry  Powdered  Arsenate  of 
Calcium  when  used  at  the  rate  of  1  to  2  pounds  to  50  gallons  of  water  will  con- 
trol most  external  leaf-eating  insects  on  shade  trees  and  shrubbery  haying 
hardy  folia.ue.  *  *  When  used  for  dusting  cotton  or  tobacco,  it  should 
be  applied  at  the  rate  of  4  to  5  pounds  per  acre.'* 

borne  on  the  said  labels,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said 
statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  ami  mislead 
the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  as  directed, 
could  be  safely  so  applied  to  tobacco  plants,  to  cotton  plants  under  all  con- 
ditions, to  truck  crops,  to  all  plants  having  hardy  foliage,  to  apple  trees  and 
all  seed  fruits,  and  to  all  shade  trees  and  shrubbery  having  hardy  foliage : 
whereas  the  said  article,  when  used  as  directed,  could  not  be  safely  so  applied 
to  tobacco  plants,  to  cotton  plants  under  all  conditions,  to  certain  truck  crops, 
to  certain  plants  having  hardy  foliage,  to  apple  trees  and  certain  seed  fruit-, 
and  to  certain  shade  trees  and  shrubbery  having  hardy  foliage,  but  BUCfl  use 
would  be  injurious  to  the  foliage  thereof. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  inert  ingredients,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each 
and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  ingredients  so  present  therein  were  not  state- 1 
plainly  and  correctly  <>n  each  or  any  label  borne  on  the  packages  containing 
the  article;  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of 
each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  properties,  and 
the  total  percentage  of  tlie  inert  ingredients  so  present  therein  stated  plainly 
and  correctly  on  each  of  the  said  labels. 

On  June  20.  1024.  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $2". 

Howard  M.  ( ioRK, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

086.  Adulteration  ami  misbranding  of      Liquor  Cresolis  Comp.,  I  ■  S.  I*..  IX." 
U.  S.  v.  H.  K.  Mnlford  Oe.    Plea  of  nolo  contendere.    Fine.  $100. 

(I.  ft  F.  No.  1J0:>.    Dom.  No.  17710.) 

On  January  28,  1024,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District 
of  Pennsylvania,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  tiled 
in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information 
against  the  H.  K.  Mnlford  Co.,  a  corporation,  Philadelphia,  Pa.,  alleging  ship- 
ment by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  OB  or  about 
April  25,  1'tUL'.  from  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  into  the  State  of  Kentucky,  of  a 
quantity  of  "  Liquor  CresoPs  romp.  U.  S.  P..  IX*'  which  was  an  adulterated 
;md  misbranded  funiricide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  Words  and  letters,  to  wit,  "Liquor  Cresolis  Comp.,  U.  S.  P..  IX." 
boine  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  bottles  containing  the  said  article,  represented 
that  its  standard  and  quality  were  equal  to  the  standard  and  quality  of  liquor 
solis  composii  is  as  described  in  the  United  States  Pharmacopoeia;  whereas, 
i'-;  strength  and  purity  fed  below  the  said  professed  standard  and  quality  in 
that  it  was  of  weaker  strength  than  liquor  cresolis  compositus  as  described  in 
the  said  pharmaeopu'ia,  in  thai  it  contained  an  excess  of  water  and  a  de- 
ficiency of  cresols  and  soap. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  words  and  letters  and 
-tatoments,  to  wit.  "Liquor  Cresolis  Comp.,  U.  S.  P.  IX  *  *  *  This  solu- 
tion is  strictly  U.  S.  P."  and  "Water  (Inert  Ingredient)  Not  over  18  per  cent" 
borne  on  the  said  labels,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the 
said  words,  letters,  and  statements,  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as 
to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the 
strength  of  the  said  article  was  equal  to  that  of  liquor  cresolis  rompositus  as 
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described  in  the  United  States  Pharmacopoeia,  and  that  it  contained  water  in  the 
proportion  of  not  more  than  18  per  cent ;  whereas  the  strength  of  the  said  article 
was  not  equal  to  that  of  liquor  cresolis  compositus  as  described  in  the  said 
pharmacopoeia,  in  that  it  contained  an  excess  of  water  and  a  deficiency  of 
cresols    and   soap,   and   it   contained  more  than  18  per   cent  of  water. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  statements,  to  wit, 
"  Efficient  for  disinfecting  and  deodorizing  stables,  henneries,  kennels,  outbuild- 
ings, cattle  cars,  pens,  chutes,  etc.  *  *  *  For  disinfecting  and  deodorizing 
public  buildings,  school  houses,  toilet  rooms,  stables,  kennels,  outbuildings, 
cars,  etc.  two  tablespoonfuls  to  one  gallon  or  about  3  pints  to  one  barrel  of 
water."  borne  on  the  said  labels  were  false  and  misleading  and  by  reason 
of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive 
and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article,  when  used 
as  directed  would  be  efficient  for  disinfecting  and  deodorizing  stables,  kennels, 
cattle  cars,  pens,  chutes,  and  the  places  indicated  by  the  termination  "  etc." 
and  would  be  effective  in  disinfecting  and  deodorizing  stables,  kennels,  cars 
and  the  places  indicated  by  the  termination  "  etc."  ;  whereas  it  would  not  be  effi- 
cient and  effective  for  the  purposes  claimed. 

On  June  18,  1924,  a  plea  of  nolo  contendere  to  the  information  was  entered 
on  behalf  of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $100. 

Howard  M.  Gore, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

937.  Misbranding;  of  "  Evans'  Myr-Ic  Spray."  U.  S.  v.  Thomas  W.  Evans 
(Evans  Chemical  Co.  and.  Myr-Ic  Chemical  Co.).  Plea  of  snilty. 
Fine,  $75.     (I.  &  F.  No.  1150.    Dom.  No.  17205.) 

On  December  19,  1922,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Western  District 
of  New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
Thomas  W.  Evans,  trading  as  the  Evans  Chemical  Company  and  also  as  the 
Myr-Ic  Chemical  Company,  at  Buffalo,  N.  Y.,  alleging  shipment  by  said  de- 
fendant in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or  about  August  29,  1921, 
from  the  State  of  Ney/  York  into  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  of  a  quantity  of 
"  Evans'  Myr-Ic  Spray,"  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungicide 
within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "As  a  Disinfectant,  Used  for  Spraying  Sleeping 
Rooms,  Living  Rooms,  Sick  Rooms,  Bath  Rooms,  Kitchens,  Cuspidors,  Urinals, 
Closets,  outhouses,  etc.  *  *  *  Used  as  a  disinfectant  for  the  telephone 
mouthpiece ;  moisten  a  cloth  and  wipe  out  the  mouthpiece  every  day.  Satu- 
rate your  dust  cloth,  it  will  pick  up  dust  pus-germs  *  *  *  Moisten  your 
floor  mop ;  will  *  *  *  pick  up  dust  pus-germs  *  *  *  For  House  Clean- 
ing :  Evans'  Myr-Ic  Spray  has  no  equal ;  leaves  everything  in  a  sanitary  condi- 
tion. Use  one  tablespoonful  Evans'  Myr-Ic  Spray  to  every  quart  of  soap  and 
water ;  polish  immediately  with  a  soft  cloth ;  also  use  the  same  amount  of 
Evans'  Myr-Ic  Spray  for  window  washing  *  *  *  Spray  the  bath  room ; 
*  *  *  Kills  offensive  odors.  *  *  *  Kills  Insects.  Spray  your  rugs 
lightly  before  sweeping;  settles  the  dust  and  kills  carpet  bugs  and  moths. 
For  Bed  Bugs,  Roaches,  Ants,  Moths,  etc.  Moths  or  other  insects  will  not  lay 
eggs  where  Evans'  Myr-Ic  Spray  is  used.  Kills  Them  While  You  Look, 
Kills :  *  *  *  And  all  other  insects.  No  insect  can  live  where  Myr-Ic  Spray 
is  used.  Guaranteed  to  destroy  eggs,  nits."  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the 
cans  containing  the  articles,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the 
said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  pur- 
chaser, in  that  they  represented  that  the  said  article,  when  used  as  directed 
would  disinfect  sleeping  rooms,  living  rooms,  sick  rooms,  bath  rooms,  kitchens,, 
outhouses,  etc.,  that,  when  used  as  a  spray,  it  would  disinfect  cuspidors,  urinals* 
and  closets  ;  that,  when  used  as  directed,  it  would  disinfect  telephone  mouth- 
pieces and  would  disinfect  and  pick  up  all  dust  pus-germs,  would  leave  every- 
thing in  a  sanitary  condition,  would  kill  all  offensive  odors  of  the  bath  room, 
that  it  would  be  effective  against  all  insects  and  would  be  effective  against 
carpet  bugs  and  moths,  would  be  effective  against  all  insects  that  might  be  in- 
cluded under  the  abbreviation  "etc.,"  that  moths  and  other  insects  would  be 
prevented  from  laying  eggs  where  the  said  article  was  used,  and  that  it  would 
be  effective  against  all  insects  other  than  bed  bugs,  cockroaches,  water  bugs, 
moths,  ants,  flies,  headlice,  fleas,  mosquitoes,  and  chicken  lice,  that  no  insect 
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could  live  where  it  was  used,  and  that  it  would  destroy  all  eggs  and  all  nits ; 
■whereas  the  said  article  would  not  he  effective  for  the  said  purposes. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  statements,  to  wit, 
"  Evans"  Myr-Ic  Spray  *  *  *  It  is  a  perfect  *  *  *  Germicide  and  Dis- 
infectant *  *  *  Evans'  Myr-Ic  Spray  and  Disinfectant  destroys  all  germs 
and  objectionable  odors.  *  *  *  is  used  for  disinfecting  telephone  mouth- 
pieces, sleeping  apartments,  kitchen  sinks,  cuspidors    *    *    *    is  used  as 

*  *  *  disinfectant  by  hotels,  cafes,  hospitals,  rooming  houses,  restaurants, 
bakeries,  saloons,  dining  car  systems,  steamships,  market  dairies,  meat  markets, 
storage  warehouses,  moving  vans,  poultry  men,  breweries,  railway  lines,  public 
institutions,  court  houses,  penitentiaries,  workhouses,  furniture  houses,  furriers, 
carriage  depositories,  factories  and  private  homes.  Dusters.  A  piece  of  cheese- 
cloth or  rag  moistened  with  Evans'  Myr-Ic  Spray    *    *    *    kills  all  germs 

*  *  *  Sweeping.  Spray  the  rugs  and  carpets  with  Evans'  Insect  Fluid. 
It  will  *  *  *  kill  all  germs  *  *  *  Stables  and  Dog  Kennels.  *  *  * 
Spray  dog  kennels  frequently,  and  all  *  *  *  germs  will  be  killed.  Dairies. 
Spray  Evans  Myr-Ic  Spray  every  other  day,  and  all  the  stench  and  smell 
will  be  gone.  Use  Evans'  Myr-Ic  Spray  as  a  disinfectant  to  spray  water 
•closets  urinals,  bath  rooms,  garbage  cans,  sinks,  cuspidors,  cess-pools,  and  coun- 
try outhouses.  Destroys  all  bad  odors,  kills  all  germs,  purities  the  atmosphere. 
A  Winter  Disinfectant.  In  the  colder  months  the  house  needs  frequent  spray- 
ing of  Evans'  Myr-Ic  Spray.  Kills  all  germs  *  *  *  and  prevents  diseases. 
Use  freely  over  the  house  during  sickness.  Insect  Exterminator  and  Disin- 
fectant. It  Kills  Them  While  You  Look.  Kills  *  *  *  and  other  insects. 
•Guaranteed  to  kill  and  destroy  the  eggs  and  nits.  No  insect  can  live  where 
Evans.  Myr-Ic  Spray  is  used.  Poultry  Houses.  Spray  roosts  and  perches  fre- 
quently with  Evans'  Myr-Ic  Spray.  Lice  or  Nits  will  not  live  where  Evans' 
Myr-Ic  Spray  is  used.  *  *  *  Spray  Dog  Kennels  frequently  and  all  the 
•fleas  *  *  *  will  be  killed.  *  *  *  It  is  a  perfect  insecticide  *  *  * 
composing  the  combined  efforts  and  research  in  chemistry  to  find  something 
to  destroy  the  larva  and  egg  life  of  insects.  Evans'  Myr-Ic  Spray  as  a  moth 
exterminator  has  proved  a  wonderful  success.  It  is  not  only  a  preventative 
but  an  exterminator  as  well,  being  the  only  thing  on  the  market  that  will  kill 
•the  moth  or  miller  and  destroy  the  larva  and  egg  life  without  soiling  or  stain- 
ing the  most  delicate  cloth,  paper  or  fabric  of  any  kind." 

borne  on  the  circulars  accompanying  the  article,  were  false  and  misleading, 
and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  so  as  to  deceive 
and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  said  article  was 
a  perfect  germicide  and  disinfectant,  that  it  would  destroy  all  germs  and  all 
objectionable  odors,  and  would  disinfect  telephone  mouthpieces,  sleeping  apart- 
ments, kitchen  sinks,  and  cuspidors  when  used  as  a  spray  ;  would  act  as  a  disin- 
fectant in  hotels,  cafes,  hospitals,  rooming  houses,  restaurants,  bakeries,  saloons, 
dining-car  systems,  steamships,  market  dairies,  meat  markets,  storage  ware- 
houses, moving  vans,  poultry  houses,  breweries,  railway  lines,  public  institu- 
tions, courthouses,  penitentiaries,  workhouses,  furniture  houses,  furriers,  car- 
riage depositories,  factories,  and  private  homes  when  used  as  a  spray ;  that 
■when  used  as  directed  it  would  kill  all  germs,  would  kill  germs  in  rugs,  car- 
pets, and  dog  kennels,  and  would  remove  all  smells  from  dairies,  would  destroy 
all  bad  odors,  would  kill  all  germs,  would  purify  the  atmosphere  in  and  about 
water-closets,  urinals,  bathrooms,  garbage  cans,  sinks,  cuspidors,  cesspools, 
and  country  outhouses,  and  would  disinfect  such  places  and  things;  that  when 
used  as  directed  it  would  disinfect  houses,  would  kill  all  germs,  and  would 
prevent  all  diseases  therein;  that  it  would  exterminate  insects,  would  be 
-effective  against  all  insects  and  their  eggs  and  nits,  other  than  bedbugs.  cock- 
roaches, water  bugs,  moths,  head  lice,  ants,  mosquitoes,  fleas,  dies,  and  chicken 
lire,  and  that  insects  could  not  live  where  the  said  article  was  used;  that  it 
would  l  ,>  .  thM'iive  against  chicken  lice  and  nits  and  would  be  effective  against 
lleas.  and  that  it  was  a  perfect  insecticide  and  would  destroy  the  larvae  and  egg 
ilie  ..f  all  injects;  that  it  would  exterminate  moths,  and  was  the  only  prepara- 
tion that  would  kill  the  moth  or  miller  and  destroy  the  larva?  and  egg  life 
without  soiling  or  staining  the  most  delicate  cloth,  paper,  or  fabric  ol  any 
kind:  whereas  the  said  article  would  not  he  effective  for  the  purposes  claimed. 

On  March  13,  1923,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information 
and  the  court  Imposed  a  fine  of  $75. 

Howard  M.  (Join:. 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
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»38.  Misbranding  of  "  Red  Ball  Louse  Killer."  U.  S.  v.  Red  Ball  Co.  Plea 
of  guilty.    Fine,  $25  and  costs.     (I.  &  F.  No.  1250.    Dom.  No.  18173.) 

On  May  10,  1924,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of 
Iowa,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the 
Red  Ball  Company,  a  corporation,  Madrid,  Iowa,  alleging  shipment  by  said 
company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or  about  April  9,  1923, 
from  the  State  of  Iowa  into  the  State  of  Michigan,  of  a  quantity  of  "  Red  Ball 
Louse  Killer,"  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of 
said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "  For  destroying  *  *  *  fleas,  mites,  *  *  * 
Mites— Sprinkle  liberally  on  nests,  on  floors,  on  roosts,  and  dust  baths.  Repeat 
in  three  or  four  days.  *  *  *  Fleas  on  Dogs — Stroke  against  the  hair  with 
one  hand  and  sprinkle  the  powder  on  liberally  with  the  other.  Repeat  in  a 
week  if  necessary.  Also  sprinkle  the  powder  in  the  dog  house  or  where  they 
sleep."  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  packages  containing  the  article,  were 
false  and  misleading  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was 
labeled  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented 
that  the  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  be  effective  against  fleas,  mites, 
and  dog  fleas ;  whereas  the  said  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  not  be 
effective  against  ^fleas,  mites,  and  dog  fleas. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  inert  substances,  or  ingredients,  to  wit,  substances  other  than 
naphthalene,  sulphur,  and  nicotine,  that  is  to  say,  substances  that  do  not  pre- 
sent, destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  name  and  percentage  of  each 
and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  substances  so  present  therein  were  not  stated 
plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  borne  on  the  packages 
containing  the  article,  nor  in  lieu  thereof  were  the  name  and  percentage  amount 
of  each  and  every  substance  or  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal 
properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  substances  or  ingredients  so 
present  in  the  said  article,  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or 
any  of  said  labels. 

On  May  21,  1924,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on  behalf 
•of  the  defendant  company,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25  and  costs. 

Howaed  M.  Gore, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

■939.  Adulteration  and  misbranding:  of  "  Dry  Powdered  Arsenate  of  Cal- 
cium." TJ.  S.  v.  The  Glidden  Company.  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine,  $200 
and  costs.     (I.  &  F.  No.  1228.    Dom.  No.  18360.) 

On  January  28,  1924,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Northern  District 
of  Ohio,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  The 
■Glidden  Company,  a  corporation,  Cleveland,  Ohio,  alleging  shipment  by  said 
company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or  about  August  9, 
1922,  from  the  State  of  Ohio  into  the  State  of  Louisiana,  of  a  quantity  of 
*•  Dry  Powdered  Arsenate  of  Calcium,"  which  was  an  adulterated  and  mis- 
hranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason  that 
the  statements,  to  wit, 

"Active  Ingredients,  Calcium  Arsenate  (not  less  than)  71.0% 

Inert  Ingredients  (not  more  than)  29.  0% 

Total  Arsenic  (as  metallic)   (not  less  than)  27.3% 

Arsenic  Oxide  (As205)  (not  less  than)  42.0%  " 

borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  packages  containing  the  article  represented 
that  its  standard  and  quality  were  such  that  it  contained  calcium  arsenate  in 
a  proportion  of  not  less  than  71  per  cent,  contained  total  arsenic,  expressed 
-as  metallic  arsenic,  in  a  proportion  of  not  less  than  27.3  per  cent,  contained 
arsenic  oxide  in  a  proportion  of  not  less  than  42  per  cent,  and  contained  inert 
ingredients,  i.  e...  substances  that  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel  or  mitigate 
insects,  in  a  proportion  of  not  more  than  29  per  cent;  whereas,  the  strength 
and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  said  professed  standard  and  quality  in 
that  it  contained  less  than  71  per  cent  of  calcium  arsenate,  it  contained  less 
than  27.3  per  cent  of  total  arsenic  expressed  as  per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic, 
it  contained  less  than  42  per  cent  of  arsenic  oxide,  and  it  contained  more  than 
29  per  cent  of  inert  ingredients. 
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Adulteration  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  was  in- 
tended for  use  on  vegetation,  to  wit,  cotton  plants,  tobacco  plants,  apple  trees,, 
shade  trees  and  shrubbery,  and  when  so  used  upon  and  applied  to  cotton 
plants,  tobacco  plants,  apple  trees,  and  certain  shade  trees  and  shrubbery  in 
the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed,  the- 
said  article  would  cause  serious  injury  to  such  plants,  trees,  and  shrubbery. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  above  quoted  statements- 
and  the  statement,  to  wit,  "Arsenic  in  water  soluble  form  (as  metallic)  (not 
more  than)  1.0%",  borne  on  the  said  labels  were  false  and  misleading,  and. 
by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  so  as  to  deceive  and 
mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article  contained 
calcium  arsenate  in  a  proportion  of  not  less  than  71  per  cent,  contained  total 
arsenic,  expressed  as  metallic  arsenic,  in  a  proportion  of  not  less  than  27.3. 
per  cent,  contained  arsenic  oxide  in  a  proportion  of  not  less  than  42  per  cent, 
contained  inert  ingredients  in  a  proportion  of  not  more  than  29  per  cent,  and 
that  it  contained  arsenic  in  water-soluble  form,  expressed  as  per  centum  of 
metallic  arsenic,  in  a  proportion  of  not  more  than  one  per  cent;  whereas,  the- 
said  article  contained  less  than  71  per  cent  of  calcium  arsenate,  it  contained 
less  than  27.3  per  cent  of  total  arsenic  expressed  as  per  centum  of  metallic 
arsenic,  it  contained  less  than  42  per  cent  of  arsenic  oxide,  it  contained  more 
than  29  per  cent  of  inert  ingredients,  and  it  contained  more  than  one  per  cent 
of  arsenic  in  water-soluble  form,  expressed  as  per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  statements,  to  wit,. 
"Apple,  Pear  and  Seed  Fruit — from  %  to  %  lb.  to  50  gallons  of  water  will 
give  splendid  results.  *  *  *  Shade  Trees,  Shrubbery,  Etc. — From  1  to  2  lbs. 
to  50  gallons  of  water  will  effectively  control  most  leaf-eating  insects.  *  *  * 
Tobacco — Use  the  powder  at  the  rate  of  3  to  4  lbs.  per  acre."  borne  on  the  said 
labels  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the 
article  was  labeled  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they 
represented  at  the  article,  when  used  as  directed,  could  be  safely  applied 
to  the  foliage  of  apple  trees,  all  seed  fruits,  all  shade  trees,  shrubbery,  and 
tobacco  plants,  whereas  the  said  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  seriously 
injure  the  foliage  of  apple  trees,  certain  shade  trees,  and  shrubbery  and  tobacco 
plants. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  statement,  to  wit, 
"  Cotton — For  dry  dusting  use  at  the  rate  of  4  to  5  lbs.  per  acre,"  borne  on 
the  said  labels,  was  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statement 
the  article  was  labeled  so  as  to  deceive  and  misled  the  purchaser,  in  that  it 
represented  that  the  article,  when  used  as  directed,  could  be  safely  applied 
as  a  dust  to  the  cotton  plant,  whereas  such  use  would  be  seriously  injurious 
to  the  foliage  of  the  cotton  plant. 

On  April  14,  1924,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $200  and  costs. 

Howard  M.  Gore, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

940.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  Scalex."    r.  S.  v.  James  Good,  Inc. 
Plea  of  guilty.     Fine,  $1.00.     (I.  &  P.  No.  1206.    Dora.  No.  17711.) 

On  December  3,  1923,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Pennsylvania,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in 
the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
James  Good,  Inc.,  a  corporation,  trading  at  Philadelphia,  Pa.,  alleging  ship- 
ment by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or  about 
March  22,  1922,  from  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  into  the  Stale  of  Kentucky,  of 
a  quantity  of  M  Scalex,"  which  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  insecticide 
and  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason  that 
the  statements,  to  wit.  "Active  Ingredients  96%  Inert  Ingredients,  water,  less  than 
49c,"  borne  on  the  labels  atlixed  to  the  cans  containing  the  said  article,  repre- 
sented that  its  standard  and  quality  were  such  that  it  contained  active  ingre- 
dients, i.  e.,  substances  that  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or 
fungi,  In  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  9G  per  cent,  and  that  it  contained 
inert  ingredients,  i.  e.,  substances  that  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  miti- 
gate insects  or  fungi,  in  the  proportion  of  not  more  than  4  per  cent :  whereas 
its  strength  and  purity  fell  below  the  said  professed  standard  and  quality, 
in  that  it  contained  less  than  96  per  cent  of  active  ingredients  and  contained 
more  than  4  per  cent  of  inert  ingredients. 
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Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "Active 
Ingredients  96%  Inert  Ingredients,  water,  less  than  4%,"  borne  on  the  said 
labels,'  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the 
article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser, 
in  that  they  represented  that  the  article  contained  active  ingredients  in  the 
proportion  of  not  less  than  96  per  cent  and  inert  ingredients  in  the  proportion 
of  not  more  than  4  per  cent;  whereas  the  said  article  contained  less  than  96 
per  cent  of  active  ingredients  and  contained  more  than  4  per  cent  of  inert 
ingredients. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 

partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  water,  and  the  name  and  percentage 
amount  of  the  said  inert  substance  were  not  correctly  stated  on  the  labels 
affixed  to  the  cans  containing  the  article,  nor  in  lieu  thereof  were  the  names 
and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  substance  or  ingredient  of  the 
article  having  insecticidal  or  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of 
the  inert  ingredients  so  present  in  the  article  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on 
each  of  the  said  labels. 

On  March  27,  1924,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant  company,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $1. 

Howard  M.  Gore, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

941.  Adulteration  and  misbranding;  of  "  Zef-Ir  Disinfectant  and  Deodor- 
izing Crystals.  U.  S.  v.  Hnntingt on  Chemical  Co.  Fine,  $200  and 
costs.     (I.  &  F.  No.  1151.    Dom.  No.  16924.) 

On  December  22,  1922,  the  grand  jurors  of  the  United  States  within  and  for 
the  District  of  Indiana,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
upon  presentment  by  the  United  States  attorney  for  said  district,  returned  in 
the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  district  aforesaid  an  indict- 
ment against  the  Huntington  Chemical  Company,  Huntington,  Ind.,  charging 
shipment  by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or 
about  September  26,  1921,  from  the  State  of  Indiana  into  the  State  of  Mis- 
souri, of  a  quantity  of  "  Zef-Ir  Disinfectant  and  Deodorizing  Crystals,"  which 
was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  charged  in  the  indictment  for  the  reason 
that  the  statement,  "Active  Ingredients  97%,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to 
the  cans  containing  the  said  article,  represented  that  its  standard  and  quality 
were  such  that  it  contained  active  ingredients,  i.  e.,  substances  that  prevent, 
destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  to  wit,  bacteria,  in  the  proportion  of  not  less 
than  97  per  cent;  whereas  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below 
the  said  professed  standard  and  quality  in  that  it  contained  less  than  97  per 
cent  of  active  ingredients. 

Misbranding  was  charged  for  the  reason  that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "Active 
Ingredients  97%,"  and  "Disinfectant  *  *  *  Crystals"  borne  on  the  said 
labels,  were  false  an  dmisleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statement  the 
article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in 
that  the  said  statements  represented  that  the  article  contained  active  in- 
gredients in  the  proportion  of  97  per  cent,  and  that  it  was  a  disinfectant  under 
practical  conditions  of  application;  whereas  the  said  article  contained  less 
than  97  per  cent  of  active  ingredients  and  it  was  not  a  disinfectant  under 
practical  conditions  of  application. 

Misbranding  was  charged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  sodium  chloride  and  paradichlorobenzene, 
which  said  inert  substances  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi, 
to  wit,  bacteria,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  of  the  said 
inert  substances  so  present  in  the  article  were  not  stated  plainly  and  cor- 
rectly on  each  or  any  label  borne  or  affixed  to  the  cans  containing  the  said 
article;  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each 
and  every  substance  or  ingredient  of  the  article  having  fungicidal  properties, 
and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredients  so  present  therein,  stated 
plainly  and  correctly  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  said  cans. 

On  January  16,  1923,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  indictment  was  entered  on 
behalf  of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $200  and  costs. 

Howard  M.  Gore, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
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942.  Misbranding1  of  "  Glover's  Imperial  Mange  Medicine."  U.  S.  v.  H.  (  la> 
Glover  Co.,  Inc.  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine,  $25.  (I.  F.  No.  1244.  Dom. 
Nos.  18537,  18810.) 

On  April  9,  1924,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of 
New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  tiled  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district,  an  information  against 
the  H.  Clay  Glover  Company,  Inc.,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  alleging  shipment  by  said 
company  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or  about  March  12, 
1923,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the  State  of  Missouri,  and  on  or  about 
March  19,  1923,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the  State  of  Maryland,  of 
quantities  of  "  Glover's  Imperial  Mange  Medicine,"'  which  was  a  misbranded 
insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "  For  Mange  in  Dogs,"  w  For  Scratches  in  Horses  " 
and  "  Cattle — For  skin  diseases  in  cattle,  mange,  scurf,  and  eczema,"  borne  on 
the  labels  affixed  to  the  bottles  containing  the  said  article,  were  false  and 
misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  and 
branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented 
that  the  article,  when  used  and  applied  as  directed,  would  be  efficacious  in  the 
treatment  of  all  types  and  varieties  of  mange  in  dogs,  of  all  types  and  varieties 
of  scratches  in  horses,  and  of  all  skin  diseases  and  all  types  and  varieties  of 
mange,  scurf,  and  eczema  in  cattle ;  whereas,  the  said  article,  when  used  as 
directed  would  not  be  efficacious  for  the  purposes  claimed. 

On  April  14,  1924,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  £25. 

Howard  M.  Gore, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

943.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  Acme   Chlorinated   Lime."     U.   S.  v. 

9  Cases  of  "Acme  Chlorinated  Lime."  .  Default  decree  of  condemna- 
tion.) forfeiture,  and  destruction.     (I.  &  P.  No.  971      S.  No.  95.) 

On  November  24,  1920,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Rhode 
Island,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  a  libel  praying  condemnation 
and  forfeiture  of  9  cases  of  "Acme  Chlorinated  Lime."  It  was  alleged  in  the 
libel  that  the  article  was  contained  in  950  cans,  that  it  had  been  shipped  en 
or  about  September  23,  1920,  by  B.  T.  Babbitt,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  into  the  State 
of  Rhode  Island,  and  that  having  been  so  transported  it  remained  unsold 
in  the  original  unbroken  packages  at  Providence,  R.  I.,  and  that  it  was  an 
adulterated  and  misbranded  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide 
Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  libel  for  the  reason  that  the 
statements,  to  wit.  "Active  ingredient:  Available  Chlorine,  30%;  Inert  Ingredi- 
ents :  Calcium  Oxide  50%,  Moisture  16%,  Magnesia,  Silica,  Chlorine,  etc.  4%," 
borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans  containing  the  article,  represented  that 
its  standard  and  quality  were  such  that  it  contained  available  chlorine  in  the 
proportion  of  30  per  cent,  and  that  it  contained  inert  ingredients,  i.  e..  sub- 
stances which  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  to  wit,  putre- 
factive and  pathogenic  bacteria,  in  the  proportion  of  70  per  cent:  whereas,  the 
strength  and  purity  of  the  said  article  fell  below  the  said  professed  standard 
and  quality,  in  that  it  contained  less  than  30  per  cent  of  available  chlorine, 
and  contained  more  than  70  per  cent  of  inert  ingredients. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  above  quoted  statements 
appearing  on  the  labels  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  s.iid 
statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead 
the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article  contained  available 
chlorine  in  the  proportion  of  30  per  cent,  and  contained  inert  Ingredients  ID 
the  proportion  of  70  per  cent;  whereas,  the  said  article  contained  les<  than 
30  per  cent  of  available  chlorine  and  contained  more  than  70  per  cent  of  inert 
ingredients. 

On  May  23.  1924.  no  claimant  having  appeared  for  the  property,  judgment 
of  condemnation  and  forfeiture  was  entered  and  it  was  ordered  by  the  emit 
that  the  product  should  be  destroyed  by  the  United  States  marshal. 

Howard  M.  (Joke. 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
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944.  Adulteration   and   misbranding   of   "  Cooper's    Ly-sept-ol."     U.    S.  v» 

Schramm-Johnson,   Drugs.     Plea   of   guilty.     Fine,   $50   and  costs. 

(I.  &  F.  No.  1139.    Dom.  No.  16830.) 

On  July  7,  1923,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Utah,  acting 
upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  Schranim-Johnson,  Drugs, 
a  corporation,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah,  alleging  shipment  by  said  company,  in 
violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or  about  May  10,  1921,  from  the  State 
of  Utah  into  the  State  of  Idaho,  of  a  quantity  of  "  Cooper's  Ly-sept-ol,"  which 
was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason  that 
the  statement,  to  wit,  "  Inert  Ingredient :  Water  12%,"  borne  on  the  labels 
affixed  to  the  bottles  containing  the  said  article,  represented  that  its  standard 
and  quality  were  such  that  it  contained  inert  ingredients,  that  is,  substances  that 
do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  to  wit,  bacteria,  in  the  propor- 
tion of  not  more  than  12  per  cent ;  whereas  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  ar- 
ticle fell  below  the  said  professed  standard  and  quality,  in  that  it  contained  inert 
ingredients  in  a  proportion  greater  than  12  per  cent. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  statement,  "  Inert  Ingredi- 
ent :  Water  12%,"  borne  on  the  said  labels,  was  false  and  misleading,  and  by 
reason  of  the  said  statement  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so,  as  to  de- 
ceive and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  it  represented  that  the  said  article  con- 
tained water  in  the  proportion  of  not  more  than  12  per  cent ;  whereas  it  con- 
tained more  than  12  per  cent  of  water. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  an  inert  ingredient,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the 
said  inert  ingredient  so  present  therein  was  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on 
each  or  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  the  bottles  containing  the  said  article; 
nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every 
ingredient  of  the  article  having  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage 
of  the  inert  ingredients  so  present  therein  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each 
or  any  of  the  said  labels. 

On  December  29,  1923,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on  be- 
half of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $50  and  costs. 

Howard  M.  Gore, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

945.  Misbranding:  of  "  Perfection  Chemical."    U.  S.  v.  Chemical  Toilet  Cor- 

poration. Plea  of  guilty.  Fine,  $100.  (I.  &  F.  No.  1207.  Dom.  No. 
17989.) 

On  October  2,  1923,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
the  Chemical  Toilet  Corporation,  a  corporation,  Syracuse,  N.  Y.,  alleging  ship- 
ment by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or  about 
February  16,  1922,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the  State  of  Maine,  of  a 
quantity  of  "  Perfection  Chemical,"  which  was  a  misbranded  fungicide  within 
the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason  that 
the  statement,  "  5  Lbs.  Net,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans  containing 
the  said  article,  represented  that  the  contents  of  each  of  the  said  cans  were, 
in  terms  of  weight,  five  pounds  of  the  article,  whereas  the  contents  of  each  of 
the  said  cans  were  not  correctly  stated  on  the  said  labels  in  that  the  said 
contents  were  less  than  five  pounds  of  the  article. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  substances  other  than  sodium  hydroxide 
and  sodium  carbonate,  which  inert  substances  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or 
mitigate  fungi,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  and  every  one  of 
the  said  inert  substances  so  present  therein  were  not  stated  plainly  and  cor- 
rectly, or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans  containing  the 
article;  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each 
and  every  substance  of  the  article  having  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total 
percentage  of  the  inert  substances  so  present  therein,  stated  plainly  and  cor- 
rectly, or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to  the  said  cans. 

On  December  4,  1923,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on 
behalf  of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $100. 

Howard  M.  Gore, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
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946.  Misbranding;  of  ''Good's  Pyret   Powder."     U.   S.   V.  James   Good,  Inc. 

Plea  of  guilty.    Fine,  $1.     (I.  &  F.  No.  1196.    Dom.  No.  1746J.) 

On  March  27,  1924,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Pennsylvania,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in 
the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
James  Good,  Inc.,  a  corporation,  trading  at  Philadelphia,  Pa.,  alleging  ship- 
ment by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or  about 
April  22,  1922,  from  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  into  the  State  of  South  Caro- 
lina, of  a  quantity  of  M  Good's  Pyret  Powder,*'  which  was  a  misbranded  insecti- 
cide within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  lor  the  reason 
that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "  Good's  Pyret  Powder  For  Quick  Riddance  of 
Insects  *  *  *  Destroys  Household  Pests  and  Germ-carriers.  *  *  * 
'  Good's  Pyret  Powder '  Kills  Flies  and  Other  Insects."  borne  on  the  labels 
affixed  to  the  packages  containing  the  said  article  were  false  and  misleading, 
and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  so  as  to  deceive 
and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  said  article, 
when  used  as  directed,  would  be  effective  against  all  insects,  would  be  effective 
against  all  household  pests  or  germ-carriers,  and  would  be  effective  against  all 
insects  other  than  flies ;  whereas  the  said  article,  when  used  as  directed, 
would  not  be  effective  for  the  said  purposes. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  statement,  to  wit, 
"Average  net  weight,  %  oz.,"  borne  on  the  said  labels  represented  that  the 
contents  of  each  of  the  said  packages  were,  in  terms  of  weight,  three-quarters 
of  an  ounce  of  the  article,  whereas  the  contents  of  each  of  the  said  packages 
were  not  correctly  stated  on  the  outside  of  the  package,  in  that  the  contents 
of  certain  of  the  said  packages  were  less  than  three-quarters  of  an  ounce  of  the 
said  article. 

On  March  27,  1924.  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant  company,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $1. 

Howard  M.  Gore. 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

947.  Adulteration    and    misbranding    of   "  Good's    Sulpho-Tobacco  Soap." 

U.  S.  v.  James  Good.  Inc.  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine.  $1.  (I.  &  F.  No.  Il'35. 
Dom.  No.  1S289.) 

On  March  27,  1924  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Pennsylvania,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district,  an  information  against 
James  Good,  Inc.,  a  corporation  trading  at  Philadelphia,  Pa.,  alleging  shipment 
by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  on  or  about  Sep- 
tember 26,  1922,  from  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  into  the  State  of  California 
of  a  quantity  of  "  Good's  Sulpho-Tobacco  Soap,"  which  was  an  adulterated  and 
misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason  that 
the  statement,  to  wit,  "  Sulphur  3.8S%,"  borne  on  the  small  cartons  containing 
the  said  article,  represented  that  its  standard  and  quality  were  such  that 
it  contained  sulphur  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  3.S8  per  cent;  whereas, 
its  strength  and  purity  fell  below  the  said  professed  standard  and  quality,  in 
that  it  contained  less  than  3.88  per  cent  of  sulphur. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  statement,  to  wit,  "  Sulphur 
3.88%,"  borne  on  the  said  cartons  was  false  and  misleading  and  by  reason 
of  the  said  statement  the  article  was  labeled  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the 
purchaser,  in  that  it  represented  that  the  article  contained  sulphur  in  the 
proportion  of  not  less  than  3.88  per  cent :  whereas,  it  contained  less  than  3.88 
per  cent  of  sulphur. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "  Protect 
Garden  and  House  Plants  from  Enemy  Insects  *  *  *  For  all  kinds  of  In- 
sects on  Trees,  Shrubs,  Plants  *  *  *  *  Efficient  Insecticide  for  *  *  * 
Mealy  Bug  *  *  *  and  *  *  *  Fleas  on  Domestic  Animals"  borne  on  the 
pasteboard  containers  enclosing  the  said  carious  were  false  and  misleading 
and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  so  as  to  deceive 
and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article,  when  used 
as  directed,  would  be  an  effective  remedy  against  all  enemy  insects  that  infest 
or  attack  gardens,  house  plants,  fruits,  and  other  plants,  and  would  be  an  ef- 
fective remedy  against  all  kinds  of  insects  on  trees,  shrubs,  and  plants,  against 
mealy  bugs,  and  against  lleas  on  domestic  animals:  when-as.  the  said  article, 
when  used  as  directed,  would  not  be  effective  for  the  said  purposes. 


Insecticide  49]  SERVICE  AND  REGULATORY  ANNOUNCEMENTS 


114a 


Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  substances  other  than  fish  oil  soap,  sul- 
phur, nicotine,  and  sodium  thiosulphate,  which  said  inert  substances  do  not 
prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  name  and  percentage 
amount  of  each  and  every  one  of  such  inert  substances  so  contained  therein 
were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed 
to  the  small  cartons  containing  the  article ;  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  name 
and  percentage  amount  of  each  and  every  substance  or  ingredient  of  the  article 
having  insecticidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  substances 
so  present  therein,  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  borne  on 
or  affixed  to  the  said  small  cartons. 

On  March  27,  1924,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on  be- 
half of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $1. 

Howard  M.  Gore, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

948.  Misbranding  of  "  Glidden  No-Fly."     U.  S.  v.  Tbe  Glidden  Company. 

Plea  of  guilty.     Fine,  $100.     (I.  &  F.  No.  1107.     Dom.  No.  16722.) 

On  December  14,  1921,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Pennsylvania,  acting  upon  a  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in 
the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district,  an  information 
against  The  Glidden  Company,  a  corporation,  trading  at  Reading,  Pa.,  alleging 
shipment  by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or 
about  April  7,  1921,  from  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  into  the  State  of  Massachu- 
setts, of  a  quantity  of  "Glidden  No-Fly,"  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide 
within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason  that 
the  statements,  to  wit,  "  One  Gallon,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans 
containing  the  said  article,  represented  that  the  contents  of  each  of  the  said 
cans  were,  in  terms  of  measure,  one  gallon  of  the  said  article;  whereas,  the 
contents  of  each  of  the  said  cans  were  not  correctly  stated  on  the  outside 
thereof  in  that  the  said  cans  contained  less  than  one  gallon  of  the  article. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  water,  which  said  inert  substance  does 
not  prevent,  destroy,,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  name  and  percentage 
amount  of  the  said  inert  substance  so  present  therein  were  not  stated  plainly 
and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  the  cans 
containing  the  said  article ;  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  percentage 
amounts  of  each  and  every  substance  or  ingredient  of  the  article  having  in- 
secticidal properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  substance  so 
present  therein  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the 
said  labels. 

On  April  3,  1924,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $100. 

Howard  M.  Gore, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

949.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  Fir-Tree  Oil  Soap."     U.  S.  v.  James 

Good,  Inc.  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine,  $1.  (I.  &  F.  No.  1214.  Dom.  No. 
17255.) 

On  December  3,  1923,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District 
of  Pennsylvania,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed 
in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information 
against  James  Good,  Inc.,  a  corporation  trading  at  Phladelphia,  Pa.,  alleging 
shipment  by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910  on 
or  about  February  4,  1922,  from  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  into  the  State  of 
New  Jersey,  of  a  quantity  of  "  Fir-Tree  Oil  Soap,"  which  was  an  adulterated 
and  misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 

that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "Phenol  8%  Dry  Soap  64%",  borne  on 

the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans  containing  the  article,  represented  that  its 
strength  and  quality  were  such  that  it  contained  phenols  and  dry  soap  in  the 
proportion  of  not  less  than  8  per  cent  and  64  per  cent,  respectively ;  whereas, 
the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  said  professed  standard 
and  quality,  in  that  it  contained  less  than  8  per  cent  of  phenols  and  less  than 
64  per  cent  of  dry  soap. 
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Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "  Phenol 
 8%  Dry  Soap  64%  "  and  "Also  useful  in  Exterminating  Certain  In- 
sects on  Animals,"  borne  on  the  said  labels  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by 
reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  so  as  to  deceive  and  mis- 
lead the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  said  article  contained 
phenols  and  dry  soap  in  the  proportion  of  8  per  cent  and  64  per  cent,  re- 
spectively, and  that  the  article,  when  used  as  directed  would  exterminate 
the  insects  of  certain  species  which  infest  animals  treated;  whereas  it  con- 
tained less  than  8  per  cent  of  phenols  and  less  than  64  per  cent  of  dry  soap, 
and  the  said  article,  when  used  as  directed  would  not  exterminate  the  insects 
of  any  species  which  infest  the  animals  treated. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  inert  ingredients,  to  wit,  substances  other  than  fir-tree  balsam, 
phenol,  and  dry  soap,  which  said  inert  substances  do  not  prevent,  destroy, 
repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  and 
every  one  of  the  inert  ingredients  so  present  therein  were  not  stated  plainly 
and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  the 
cans  containing  the  article;  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  per- 
centage amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insec- 
ticidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  substances  so  present  therein 
stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  of  the  said  labels. 

On  March  27,  1924,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $1. 

Howard  M.  Gore. 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

950.  Misbranding1  of  "  Iiieecil."     U.  S.  v.  A.  Otis  Arnold  (American  Supply 
Company).     Plea  of  guilty.     Fine,  $20  and   posts.     (I.  &  F.  No.  1146. 

Dom.  Nos.  16339,  16377.) 

On  July  24,  1922,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of 
Illinois,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
A.  Otis  Arnold,  trading  as  the  American  Supply  Company,  Quincy.  111.,  alleging 
shipment  by  said  defendant,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  on  or 
About  April  14,  1921,  from  the  State  of  Illinois  into  the  State  of  Tennessee, 
and  on  or  about  May  17,  1921,  from  the  State  of  Illinois  into  the  State  of 
Massachusetts,  of  quantities  of  "  Licecil,"  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide 
within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason  that 
the  statements,  to  wit : 

"  Licecil  Kills  Lice  Directions  for  Lice  *  *  *  Mix  one-half  bottle 
Licecil  with  one  gallon  of  kerosene  (coal  oil),  Spray  or  Scatter  this  mixture 
in  nests,  on  roosts,  walls  and  ceilings,  about  an  hour  before  chickens  go  to 
roost  at  night.  Close  the  openings,  insert  Twine  into  balance  of  bottle,  and 
hang  over  center  of  roosts.  Other  Houses — Where  houses  cannot  be  con- 
veniently closed,  mix  the  whole  bottle  with  one-half  gallon  of  kerosene  and 
spray  one-third  of  this  mixture  at  intervals  of  three  days.  *  *  *  Dirt, 
filth  and  bad  odors  breed  lice  and  mites.  *  *  *  A  single  bottle  of  Licecil 
for  a  house  8x10x7.  *  *  *  Setting  Hens — Mix  three  tablespoons  of  Licecil 
with  one-half  pint  of  kerosene  and  spray  the  inside  of  the  box  before  making 
up  the  nest.  *  *  *  Little  Chicks — Mix  three  tablespoons  of  Licecil  with 
one  pine  of  kerosene  and  spray  the  coop.  Directions  for  Bugs,  *  *  *  Etc. 
*  *  *  Moths — Mix  one-fourth  bottle  of  Licecil  with  one  pint  of  gasoline. 
Spray  freely  in  closet  or  room  and  close  tightly  for  a  few  hours.  If  the 
Insects  make  a  fresh  appearance,  apply  the  mixture  repeatedly  and  every  bug 
will  be  destroyed." 

borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  bottles  containing  the  article,  were  false  and 
misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  and 
branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented 
that  the  said  article,  when  used  as'  directed,  would  be  effective  against  lice, 
would  be  effective  against  all  bngs  arid  all  insects  that  might  be  Included  under 
the  abbreviation  "  Etc."  and  would  be  effective  against  moths  and  against  all 
insects  and  every  bug,  whereas  in  Irutb  and  in  fad  it  would  not. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  with  reaped  to  the  portion  of  the  product  con- 
signed into  Massachusetts  for  the  further  reason  that  certain  statements, 
to  wit. 
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"  Licecil  Kills  Lice  Where  the  house  can  not  be  conveniently  closed,  mix 
the  whole  bottle  of  Licecil  with  a  half-gallon  of  kerosene  and  spray  this  mix- 
ture as  directed  above  at  intervals  of  three  days.  Keep  mixture  in  receptacle 
when  not  using.  *  *  *  Most  of  our  patrons  find  two  or  three  applications 
of  Licecil  a  year  sufficient  to  keep  their  houses  free  from  Lice  and  Mites  *  *  * 
Licecil  is  a  liquid  Louse  Exterminator  *  *  *  It  does  not  matter  what 
preparation  you  expect  to  use  for  destroying  the  Lice,  the  first  thing  to  do  is 
to  see  that  the  house  is  thoroughly  clean,  although  Licecil  will  produce  sur- 
prising results  without  even  doing  this.  Licecil  will  not  injure  even  small 
chicks  when  used  according  to  directions.  It  should  not  be  used  .on  chicks 
under  two  weeks  old.  When  treating  a  poultry  house  to  kill  the  Lice,  always 
leave  an  opening  at  the  bottom  somewhere  so  the  fowls  can  go  in  and  out. 
Licecil  vapors  strong  enough  to  kill  the  vermin  will  not  harm  the  chickens 
nor  soil  the  feathers.  One  thorough  application  will  get  rid  of  the  Lice,  etc., 
and  it  will  be  some  time  before  they  return.  These  vapors  penetrate  the 
feathers  on  the  fowl,  cracks,  and  crevices  everywhere,  and  quickly  destroys 
Lice,  Mites,  Chiggers,  Bedbugs,  and  other  insects  that  have  no  lungs  but 
breathe  through  the  pores  of  the  body.  Licecil  is  easy  to  use  and  a  most 
effective  preparation  for  destroying  Lice  and  Mites  on  chickens,  but  to  get 
best  results  it  must  be  used  intelligently.  If  properly  carried  out  this  appli- 
cation will  destroy  Lice,  Mites  and  other  pore-breathing  insects.  Very  easy 
to  use  and  little  actual  time  spent  compared  with  old  methods." 
borne  on  the  circulars  accompanying  the  said  portion  of  the  article,  were 
false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was 
labeled  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  into  the  belief  that  the 
said  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  be  effective  against  lice,  and  that 
its  vapors  were  strong  enough  to  kill  all  vermin,  would  be  effective  against 
all  insects  that  might  be  included  under  the  abbreviation  "  etc.,"  that  it 
would  penetrate  the  feathers  of  the  fowl  and  would  quickly  destroy  lice, 
mites,  chiggers,  bed  bugs,  and  all  other  insects  that  have  no  lungs,  would  be 
effective  for  destroying  lice,  and  would  be  effective  against  lice  and  all  other 
pore-breathing  insects ;  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  said  article  would 
not  be  effective  for  such  purposes. 

On  September  17,  1923,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  in- 
formation and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $20  and  costs. 

Howard  M.  Gore, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
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